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Introduction
Agricultural policies in Turkey underwent a significant reform process in the last decade and Turkey attempted to solve long-lasting problems in the agricultural sector. However, Turkish agricultural reform program has been modified once again in 2009, while the European Union's common agricultural policy evolved into a more liberal and less-protectionist model gradually since the 2000s. To position the current situation in Turkey at agriculture and rural development within the context of Turkey's candidacy to the European Union (EU) and to observe the evolution of the Common Agricultural Policy (the CAP) more closely with its implications over the individual member states may provide us with some useful insights about the future challenges for Turkish agriculture and rural community.
A Brief Look at the Turkish Agricultural Sector in Comparison with the EU
2011 OECD Report states that Turkey is estimated to be the world's 7 th largest agricultural producer 1 . Turkey has 24 million hectares of agricultural land, which represents about 20 % of the EU-27 agricultural land. 2 The agricultural sector represents 8.3 % of the Gross Domestic Production (in 2009) 3 , very close to Bulgaria (8 % in 2009) and Romania (7% in 2009) 4 ; employment in agriculture is 24% of total employment (5, 2 million people in 2010) 5 whereas the EU-27's average is only 5.5 % (12,2. millions in 2009); average farm size is 6 hectares 6 , very close to the EU-12's average (6.0 ha) but less than half of the EU-27's average (14 ha in 2010) 8 ; rural population is 24 % of the total population (2009), whereas it is 19 % in the EU-27 (96.9 million people in 2009). , p. 20 . With the restructuring of the sector, the average physical size of the farm has been increasing since 1995. It increased from 12,6 ha in 2007 to 14 ha for EU-27 in 2010. The average of the EU-12 is much lower than EU-27, due to the high share of small farms in most EU-12 Member States. In the 10 new member states, average farm size is 8,6 (2007) . For detailed information about the farm structure of the EU, see Agricultural Economic Briefs, Structural development in EU agriculture, Brief N° 3-September 2011, European Commission: Agriculture and Rural Development, http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/agrista/economic-briefs/, (19 November 2011). According to provisional results of Agricultural census 2010, the Czech Republic (152 ha), the United Kingdom (79 ha), Denmark (65 ha), Luxembourg (59 ha), Germany (56 ha), France (53 ha), Cyprus and Romania (both 3 ha), Greece and Slovenia (both 6 ha) and the smallest in Malta (1 ha). Eurostat news release, Reference: STAT/11/147 Date: 11/10/2011. http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat, (19 December 2011). 9 Again, there are significant disparities between the Member States. At one extreme, 73 % of the Irish population lived in predominantly rural regions, at the other it is only 1 % of the Dutch population. In ten member states, it is more than 40% of total national population (in Ireland, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden, Poland, Austria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, and Latvia). Main Results: 2009 . http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat, (17 November 2011).
Agriculture and Fishery Statistics,
Turkey is a major producer of cereals (wheat, barley and maize); other crops (sugar beet, cotton, potatoes and tobacco); fruit and vegetables (especially apples, citrus, grapes, figs, hazelnuts, olives and tea); and sheep and goat meat. Turkey's agricultural exports are not highly diversified; fruits, nuts and vegetables are the major export categories (approximately 60 % of total agricultural exports). Tobacco, cereals and sugar comprise a further 20 %. Despite the overall trade deficit of Turkey, the agricultural trade balance is significantly positive, providing some relief to external accounts.
10 EU-27 member states are the destination for about 46 percent of Turkey's agricultural exports. In contrast to merchandise trade, Turkey has a trade surplus with the EU in the field of agriculture (1322 million Euros in 2010) 11 . The EU accounts for almost half of Turkey's agricultural exports. The EU's market share of Turkey's agricultural imports is also important, accounting for just over of 17 % of total Turkish agricultural imports.
On the other hand, agriculture in Turkey has had persistent problems which led the country to undergo a radical reform process in the early years of the second millennium. There are major structural problems which include small size of agricultural holdings, fragmented and scattered farms, low efficiency, insufficiencies regarding production and marketing infrastructures. This list may be lengthened to include rural development problems: low levels of professional agricultural activity, low investment capacity, low level of education and relatively high levels of illiteracy, a large proportion of the agricultural workforce working as unpaid family labor, low income levels and lack of alternative income sources, and significant rural out-migration. The EU Commission adds to this list: ineffective institutional structures and farmer organizations, scattered settlement patterns in some regions, insufficient development of physical, social and 10 There are conflicting statistical data and analysis about the trade balance, which is a point of criticism for the European Commission as well at the Screening Report of Agriculture and Rural Development ('The quality, quantity and completeness of available reliable and comparable official statistics are very limited in many sectors of the chapter Agriculture and Rural Development. This makes a detailed assessment of the current situation in the agriculture sector and comparison with EU policies and structures difficult.) According to the statistical statements of Agricultural Ministry (http://www.tarim.gov.tr/Duyurular,haber_Detayli_Gosterim.html?NewsID=576), foreign trade in agriculture gave deficit in 2007 and 2008, but not in 2009 (data covering raw materials and agrifood.). However, according to prime ministry investment agency report (see supra note 3), Turkey's agricultural imports and exports for 2009, excluding processed food, amounted to USD 4.6 billion and USD 4.5 billion, respectively. On the other hand, according to OECD 2011 report (see supra note 1), Turkey typically enjoys a consistent trade surplus in agricultural products. Analysis of Statistics of Turkstat (on the basis of Agriculture and farming of animals, food products and beverages and tobacco products) supports this statement and Turkey seems to be net exporter until 2011. Only in 2011, imports exceed exports in agriculture and agri-food products.
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European Commission: Agriculture and Rural Development, Country Profile, http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/enlargement/countries/turkey/profile_en.pdf, cultural infrastructures, a high rate of subsistence 12 farming, and a high rate of hidden unemployment.
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Turkish Agricultural Policies: The Past and the Future Historically, Turkey's agricultural sector has been a rather closed, domestically oriented and highly protected sector. For decades, it had been supported by short-term price support policy instruments and did not contain any structural measures. Widely used support instruments were price supports and subsidies for input, product or credit. Price support was the most important part of Turkish agricultural policy. State owned economic enterprises and Agricultural Credit Cooperatives were commissioned to buy commodities such as cereals, tobacco, tea and sugar beet from farmers at prices determined by the government. From 1993 onwards, deficiency payments were used first for cotton and later on for olive oil, cotton, sunflower, etc. Markets were also protected by import tariffs. Output control over tobacco, hazelnuts, tea and sugar beet was applied in different ways. Input subsidies were provided on a temporary basis for fertilizers, seed, feed grain, agricultural chemicals, stud and insemination with the purpose of reducing the cost of inputs. Product based dairy and meet incentives were also implemented periodically. Credit subsidies, on the other hand, were available for input gathering in general and were more advantageous in comparison to market conditions. 14 However, protectionist policies adopted for agriculture have been very frequently criticized by many circles and scholars. Some of the criticisms widely heard may be summarized as follows: these policies not result in a strong growth of agricultural output and Gross Value Added (GVA) in agriculture. On the contrary, 'the development of rural areas and agriculture in particular has been impeded by heavy government intervention in the sector, which was often counterproductive.' Since agricultural policies were abused by politicians seeking votes, a coherent and consistent formation of policy was lacking. The combination of high support prices and input subsidies, and their inconsistent use over time, slowed the agricultural sector down rather than stimulating it. Mismanagement of agriculture discouraged production of products in which Turkey has a comparative advantage 15 squeezed out private sector marketers and subsidized inefficient production technologies. Additionally, those policies created 12 Farms where the farm household consumes more than half of the farm production. 41-47, 2006, p.42. 15 Beef and dairy, cereals, oilseeds and some industrial crops were protected at the expense of the more efficient fruit and vegetable sectors.
heavy burdens on the budget and resulted in negative effects to the whole economy, either through payments from the state budget or implicit transfers from consumers.
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While the clear failure of the previous policies necessitated undertaking a more radical step, the 2000 agricultural reforms of Turkey were the result of a variety of internal and external factors. 17 Internally, decreasing the burden of agriculture on the economy after the 1997 and 1999 economic crises was one important stimulus for reforms. On the other hand, internationally binding and non-binding pressures played an important role in the reform initiatives. These are the Uruguay Round agreement on agricultural trade, the accession negotiations with the EU which put 'adjusting to the CAP' on political agenda, the 1999 agreement with the IMF reforming agricultural policy, and the agreement with the World Bank as an important financial supporter for the Agricultural Reform Implementation Project (ARIP).
The major objective of the 2001-2008 ARIP was a move towards a market oriented agriculture policy by the abolition of administered prices and of input and credit subsidies, a restructuring of agricultural state-owned enterprises and agricultural sales cooperatives, the introduction of the Direct Income Support scheme (DIS), and gradual reduction of tariffs and the restructuring of the agricultural production. Under the reform program, output price supports, input subsidies and grants in various forms were to be phased out and replaced by direct payments to farmers based on land holding (decoupled from type or quantity of production).
ARIP in the 2000s ignited a public debate on the possible consequences of these reforms for the agriculture and rural population. Some scholars argued that '...[with the agricultural reforms] the desired results were not gotten and the agriculture sector experienced a worse process.'
18 One widely-heard contra-reform argument was that they were externally imposed on Turkey by foreign economic powers and therefore serve their own interests together with measured negative impacts on the incomes of farmers and labours, on the productivity and trade capacity of the sector, and on the 19 . The reforms not being tailor-made to the countryspecific problems in the agricultural sector and not taking into account regional and local differences have increased poverty in rural and agricultural areas, while leaving old problems unsolved such as great income inequality in the sector. 20 Some others maintained that DIS is implemented in developed countries where there is high productivity and excess agricultural product in order to increase producer incomes without causing a rise in production. In Turkey DIS system cannot improve the ill-balanced agricultural structure and resolve existing problems in agriculture.
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On the other hand, the reforms have been evaluated more positively in some circles and by some authors. These positive approaches to the reforms are mainly based on the premise that the reforms prepare the sector for competitive global trade by liberalization and privatization, and Turkey for EU membership by facilitating adaptation to the CAP. At TUSIAD report, Akder defends DIS for Turkey should avoid the support policies which may increase the agricultural product prices which are already in rise in the world due to oil prices and which are already very high in Turkey due to production costs. Against the argument that DIS is a tool for developed countries with production surplus in order to decrease production, he holds that the objective of DIS is not to encourage for non-production but to support farmers whatever they produce. Expected result is that farmers discontinue with excess products and produce products which may more easily be produced according to natural conditions of the farm and be sold according to market conditions. Contrary to Akder, a Report Commissioned by the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture (see supra note 15) holds that DIS can only be a political choice for new members since from an economic perspective, supporting the agricultural sector by means of direct income support is not very productive. It keeps labour in agriculture, and it hinders restructuring and farm consolidation because the payment is capitalised into the value of land. For the NMS, however, there was a political decision to introduce the CAP direct income payments, because otherwise there would be a difference in the way farm policy works across EU member states.
necessary determination and public support. The project could not keep its scope and certainty as announced in the beginning and has been modified several times. There was not enough public consent because sector representatives, lobbies and voluntary associations have not been persuaded for its success. On the contrary, they were in strong opposition to the reforms. 
Transformation of the Common Agricultural Policy
A comparison of EU and Turkey regarding agricultural reform illustrate that Turkish experience in the ARIP project and in the abandoned DIS practice was too radical, sharp and hasty. Although the EU has a much more developed, wealthy and strong agricultural sector, EU reform process has been much more gradual. For decades, the EU's CAP which aimed at encouraging better productivity in the food chain, ensuring fair standard of living to the agricultural community, market stabilization and ensuring the availability of food supplies to EU consumers at reasonable price was based on the price and product supports and high custom tariffs in external borders. Overproduction and increasing costs led to a fundamental reform process of the CAP 26 which started in 1992 and was later deepened and extended in 1999 with Agenda 2000. Tariffs and intervention prices have been reduced by the MacSharry reform of 1992 and farmers began to receive direct payments for a few key agricultural sectors as compensation for the reduction of intervention prices. Compensation payments were necessary to make the policy reforms politically acceptable and to cushion their shortterm impact on incomes.
The next reform of CAP took place in 1999, with the "Agenda 2000" initiative. This reform was designed to prepare the European Union for the eastward expansion which eventually took place in 2004 and 2007. The major element of this reform was the splitting of CAP into two pillars. Pillar one focuses on the economic aspects of agriculture, while pillar two focuses on the rural development needed for competitive agriculture. The Agenda 2000 reduced price and export support more, while increasing direct payments. It also introduced "cross-compliance" measures, which meant that farmers had to meet certain environmental standards in order to receive direct payments, limiting ground and water pollution.
Just before the first ten new member states joined, decoupling of direct payments from production were introduced by the 2003 CAP reforms by a new instrument called single farm payment. Approximately 90% of direct payments granted for crops, meat and milk were converted to area payments decoupled from production. With the reform, "eco-conditionality" strengthened environmental standards and included animal welfare standards which must be met in order for a farmer to receive direct payments. "Modulation" shifted money in the CAP budget from the first pillar to the second pillar, increasing rural development funds for enlargement.
The final reform of the CAP was done under the title of the "Health Check" of 2008. Compared to the previous reforms, this was a modest effort. Modulation to Pillar two was increased, (cutting the funds for large farms 10% and transferring it for rural development measures) and subsidies were further decoupled from production. Despite the proposals, the Health Check reform failed to set a maximum limit for the Single Farm Payment by the pressure of a strong lobby of large farmers and did not deal with the objections of the NMS to the fact that they continue to receive less funding per hectare in direct subsidies than the older European states.
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The Common Agricultural Policy, Rural Development and Turkey Historically, rural development has been inextricably linked with agriculture and this is particularly true for the European Union, where the CAP has had a significant impact on rural development. 28 Rural development refers to development that benefits rural populations; where development is understood as the sustained improvement of the population's standards of living or welfare. In this sense, it is oriented more toward benefiting primarily the poor including the provision of social services to the rural poor and the promotion of standards of living. 29 Rural development is an issue of particular importance for the majority of the new member states of the EU since they have substantial rural communities, and the agricultural sector makes a large contribution to their national economies. However, in many cases, farms are small and uneconomic and 27 Douglas K. Knight have suffered from, or continue to suffer from, under-investment and a lack of modern technology.
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The socio-economical problems that Turkey may suffer especially in as regards to rural areas during its future adaptation to the CAP may be projected by studying the new member states' problems in a similar transition from protectionist to more liberal policies. Furthermore, the instruments developed by the EU to fight against the negative impacts of the CAP over the rural populations and areas are particularly important for Turkey in order to solve the problems posed by its underdeveloped rural regions since it has become already a beneficiary of these policies as an official candidate.
Implementation of the CAP in the New Member States: Lessons for Turkey
The new member states and the official candidates to the EU have to adapt in a very short time to the CAP which have evolved (been liberalised) in the decades. Despite to that, the focus has been more on the effects of membership on the EU financially instead of the burden over national economies and agricultural sector and rural population. For example, to date, many projections about the cost of Turkey's membership to the EU and its possible share from the CAP budget have been made.
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Most of the studies conclude that Turkish Agriculture will not put a big burden on EU budget. On the contrary, a significant support to agriculture may not be expected while prices and producer welfare decrease. Additionally, full financial support to the agriculture may not be expected in a short-period. Turkey will benefit fully from the EU's budgetary support schemes only some time after 2020. 32 Aydın underlines this uneven relationship by pointing out that 'the EU's level of modernity has been achieved through huge subsidies over the years and subsidies are still being continued. To force Turkish agriculture to achieve the same level of efficiency without the necessary funds is simply unfeasible.'
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On the top of these, it is a well-known fact that the CAP is modified before each enlargement and so that existing member-states do not have to make excessive sacrifices for the new-comer while the burden for adopting the CAP is mostly paid by 34 For example, in the last enlargement, the EU presented the Central and Eastern European Countries with "tough conditions" for their incorporation in this sector, i.e. opening up their markets but not given the full extent of support and access until the end of long transition periods. 35 A similar pattern will most probably be applied to Turkey as well. In 2004, the European Commission proposed for Turkey phasing in the direct income support gradually although it is necessary to compensate the farmers in Turkey for price decreases after accession. While the slow integration into CAP and lower production costs and prices experienced in the NMS were justifications for phasing in 36 , budget restrictions are used as the main argument for limiting direct income support for Turkey.
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Concerning the application of DIS which is the core of the CAP's first pillar right now, there are many difficulties experienced by the New Member States. Firstly, millions of small farms most of which are either subsistence farms or semi-subsistence farms joined to the EU agriculture by the last enlargements. While they commonly populate the most fragile and disadvantaged rural areas, their integration with markets and their competitiveness are very problematical. Ruano (2003) , p.1. The general pattern followed by the EU concerning CAP in the enlargements may be summarized as follows: First, enlargement is linked to a reform of the main regimes that will cause trouble, in order to curb future expenditure. Second, given that these reforms have again been insufficient to cope with the consequences of enlargement, the EU's proposed terms of entry consist of long transition periods for the full adoption of the CAP by the new members. 36 The Eastern European states have certain conditions stipulated to them when they became members of the EU, and one of them was that direct subsidies in the NMS started at only 25% of the level of the EU-15, rising by 5% per year until 2010, and then 10% each year afterward until 2016, when they reach the same level. Douglas K. Knight, op.cit, p.24 . With the last CAP reform proposal, it will probably be postponed again to an uncertain date. 37 Turkey in the European Union, op.cit., pp.191-192 The fact that farmers in the NMS experienced lower prices before accession and that there was no reason to compensate them for price decreases, was used only as a justification for phasing in the direct income support gradually. This justification does not apply for Turkey. Nevertheless, phasing in has been proposed by the European Commission. 38 In seven NMS, most farms produce mainly for self-consumption. These are Slovakia, where in 2007, 93% of the farms produced mainly for self-consumption, Hungary (83%), Romania (81%), Latvia (72%), Bulgaria (70%) and Slovenia (61%). Sophia Davidova, Semi-subsistence farming in Europe: Concepts and key issues, European Network for Rural Development, 2010, p.7 are not eligible for the SAPS 39 (single Area Payments) as they do not fulfill the eligibility criteria. Even when SFs and SSFs do receive some Pillar 1 support, payment distribution is naturally skewed towards larger farms. SAPS beneficiaries represent a relatively small segment of the existing farm holdings in Bulgaria and Slovakia
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. This is partly because of the way the CAP is structured and partly a result of implementation (or a lack of implementation) 41 . Many scholars argue that the CAP was specifically designed according to medium sized family farm model of Western Europe. The family farms in the EU15 are the farms with families living and working on them, keeping farmland under cultivation. As small economic units, they are capable of internal trade and export. On the other hand, the average size of the family farm in the new member states is much smaller than the Western European idea of a "family farm". Additionally many eastern European family farms have always been, and continue to be built around self consumption and maybe selling locally. 42 A current study concludes that the current CAP as a uniform system 'does not fully fit the conditions of the new member countries, especially in their poorest sections. Although the current system allows for certain areas to be treated specially, it is not suitable for providing real assistance to the millions of small farms in the NMS, let alone for tackling rural poverty.' 43 The 'hidden biases' which exist against subsistence and semi-subsistence farms in the CAP provides almost nothing for these farms. 44 This aggravates the rural poverty since 'those that lack a 'fair standard of living' in the rural areas of New Member States are characterized by being either landless or restricted to small plots and they benefit least from the introduction of direct payments, typically being ineligible for the receipt of such funds. The main gainers will be large, corporate farms.' 45 This unfair situation is worsened by the above-mentioned fact that Eastern European farmers receive far less in 39 Recognizing the difficulties of administering the CAP, acceding countries were offered the option to implement a simplified system of direct payments, known as the Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) Under the SAPS, farmers in the NMS receive a flat-rate, per-hectare payment irrespective of what is produced as long as their land is maintained in good agricultural condition. C. Hubbard subsidies when compared to their Western European counterparts -criticized by some scholars as an unjust treatment to Eastern European farmers who, despite lower production costs, have infrastructure and bureaucratic problems to deal with which their Western European counterparts do not.
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Agricultural Policies and Rural Poverty: Turkey and the EU
Most of the above mentioned effects of the CAP over the new member states in terms of rural development and poverty may be expected to occur in Turkey as well in the case of membership. In fact, they have already been observed for the last decades with an aggravated impact of temporary DIS experiment in Turkish Agricultural Policy. 47 In a similar way to the new member states, there is a dual structure in Turkish agriculture: large farmers producing for markets and even for export and small farmers based on semi-subsistence farming produce for household consumption. 48 These small farms are, nonetheless, of crucial importance providing income security, and represent a source of livelihood for the majority of Turkey's rural population. And OECD report adds, they are sufficiently productive to have made Turkey a significant agricultural exporter and a world leader in certain agricultural products. 49 Yet, subsistence farming is not a phenomenon specific to Turkey, neither to the new member-states. Subsistence farms exist all over the EU (45% of the EU-27 holdings) and problems of rural development and rural poverty are still not solved in many EU member-states:
The diffusion of very small or even semi-subsistence farms is a matter of serious concern because in most Eastern and Mediterranean countries (Bulgaria, Lithuania, Romania, Greece, Italy, Portugal) less than 30% of farmers have other gainful activities which can top up the income received from agricultural activities. Diversified sources of income may indeed reduce the risk of poverty among farmers. Therefore small farmers appear to be a specific group at risk of poverty and social exclusion in rural areas.
50
A number of dilemmas exist at the intersection of the areas of agricultural policies and rural development. The agricultural incomes (earned or paid by the authorities) of most small farms fail to provide them with an acceptable level of living. Even if they can accomplish to produce more, the majority of them have hardly any connection with national or regional markets. Two other options for increasing income -diversification of income sources at place or migration-may not work for underdeveloped rural areas 46 . First of all, the number of jobs outside agriculture is also limited in rural areas, which force many qualified people to migrate and thus worsen the quality of the local labor force; which in return works as a disincentive for investment in the area; the consequence is a further deterioration of labor market situation. Secondly, the low educational levels of most of the rural population cause a low employment rate even at the areas with more job opportunities and turns migration to a problem, rather than solution 52 . This consequently, may increase the poverty rate, which in turn negatively affects the chance of receiving high quality education.
In agricultural sector, employment percentage and economic development seem to be in inverse proportion. The shrinking agricultural sector due to modernization and technological reforms results in increasing unemployment due to inflexibility of the agricultural labour force which lacks necessary education and training for alternative employment opportunities. For example, in Turkey the share of the agricultural sector in total employment, which was 50 percent in 1980, went down to 24 percent in 2010. However, the fact that the work force that left the agricultural sector could not be employed adequately in industry and services sectors led to a decrease in employment rates in the mentioned period. 53 As a result, migration from rural to urban areas has increased significantly.
A report prepared by ENEPRI emphasizes that; 'Turkey and Romania stand out with a very large share of the labour force in agriculture, mainly subsistence agricultural activities, characterized by very low productivity. Given the very low productivity levels of agriculture and the fact that a substantial part of this employment is in fact related to subsistence agriculture rather than production for the market, the process of labour shifting between sectors is likely to take place in these countries over the coming years and decades both creating problems and opening up opportunities'.
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On the other hand, subsistence agriculture with low productivity does not pose an immediate threat in terms of hunger or malnutrition. On the contrary, 'Turkey's agricultural support policies as well as the local safety nets ensure that most people enjoy minimal standards of living even if they are very poor. at the report prepared by IAMO, there is a risk that policies strongly in favor of commercialization through incentives encouraging structural change might undermine the safety net provided by subsistence production.
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The countries of frequent economic crises such as Turkey may go through the crises with low social costs thanks to high agricultural employment 57 and safety-net function of subsistence agriculture. However, the other side of the coin discloses the rural poverty hidden behind the survival strategies. First of all, low unemployment rates in rural areas are partly due to high rates of unpaid family labour (particularly among females) and partly to the way employment is measured (part-time work of even a few hours per week included). In a similar way, a very large share of the employment in the EU is not occupied full-time in agriculture (around 33% of the family and regular workers in the EU-27 are working less than half time in agriculture and only 37% of them have full time jobs). In 2008, the average agricultural income in the EU-15 (the countries in the European Union before 2004) was equal to 58% of the average wage in the total economy, however in the EU-12 it still stands at about 30% of average wages, 58 a very close percentage to Turkey. Additionally, most agricultural workers have no social security coverage.
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As simply pictured above, many problems concerning rural development and rural poverty are still unsolved in the European Union as well as in Turkey. That's why rural development has to be an internal component of an agricultural policy. Concerning Turkey, it shows us that any agricultural reform process should be carefully designed since an abrupt decline in agricultural labour force may lead to serious problems rather than speed up the development efforts 60 under these domestic and global circumstances. A new domestic policy approach to rural development that is focused on facilitating change in the countryside through more investment in human capital and entrepreneurial infrastructure may generate off-farm employment and improve agricultural competitiveness.
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The EU's Rural Development Policies and Turkey
If small farms are to survive and rural poverty to decline, rural population need to decrease their reliance on farm incomes and combine their farming with diversification and/or off-farm activity. This, however, can only be achieved with rural and regional development that can improve the attractiveness of rural areas to non-farm industries and increase job opportunities. In this context, the CAP has two pillars since 1999: the 1st pillar concentrates on providing a basic income support to farmers, who are free to produce in response to market demand, while the 2nd pillar supports agriculture as a provider of public goods in its environmental and rural functions, and rural areas in their development and addresses the multiple roles of farming in society, in particular challenges faced in its wider context.
In the EU, rural development policies were introduced for the first time, by the 1992 MacSharry reforms by taking measures to support rural economic diversification and environmental protection. The Agenda 2000 package carried the MacSharry reforms a stage further and defined rural development as the CAP's "Second Pillar" (price and income support being the first). Village and agriculture modernization, development of alternative economic branches, protection of the environment and of the rural landscape were among the goals of the second pillar which aims to help farmers to diversify, to improve their product marketing and to otherwise restructure their businesses. The European Union's rural development policies have the potential to become a chance for Turkey, as rural development policy is to be considered an integrative approach which encompasses the role of agriculture; the environment; the quality of products; human resources; employment; life conditions etc., both individually and as a whole.
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. € 131 million of a financial aid of € 654 million in total by the EU has been allocated to the Rural Development Program for the Republic of Turkey for 2010. The main policy objectives of the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance for Rural Development (IPARD) 63 program are to contribute to the modernization of the agricultural sector and to contribute to the sustainable development of rural areas while facilitating Turkey's move towards a gradual alignment with the acquis concerning the CAP. Moreover, development and diversification of the rural economy, increase of quality of life and attractiveness of the rural areas, counteracting rural out-migration are among the strategic objectives.
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The IPARD funds are to be implemented through a single multi-annual "Rural Development Programme" covering the period 2007-2013. In January 2006, Turkey adopted a National Rural Development Strategy (NRDS) providing the first rural development strategy plan for the country. The NRDS sets a comprehensive policy framework for rural development policies in Turkey. The IPARD programme is an important part of this overall strategy. The NRDS identifies the main aim in rural development as "to improve and ensure the sustainability of living and job conditions of the rural community in its territory, in harmony with urban areas, based on the utilization of local resources and potential, the protection of the rural environment and cultural assets." 65 The NRDS states that "the basic resource in strengthening rural economy is the local assets possessed by the rural areas." Among basic assets of the rural areas can be listed the diversity of products, the purer environment, the diversity of natural resources, the richer landscape, and the unique historical and cultural heritage. The assets have to be converted into innovative local opportunities and promoted to create a diversified rural income and additional employment opportunities.
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In this context four strategic objectives are; economic development and increasing job opportunities, strengthening human resources, organization level and local development capacity, improving rural physical infrastructure services and life quality, improving rural physical infrastructure services and life quality. In over all some priorities of rural development plan are increasing the competitiveness of the sector, diversification of the rural economy, combating against poverty and improving employability of disadvantaged groups, strengthening education and health services, improvement of environmental friendly agricultural practices.
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In 2011, a very detailed Rural Development plan has been prepared by the Ministry of Agriculture for the period of 2010-2013. In accordance with the objectives and priorities set by national rural development strategy, the measures, the activities, the sub-activities and the responsible institutions are defined elaborately at the plan. Of key importance for IPARD is that it is based on a fully decentralised implementation. The EU requires the establishment of robust institutions, run by well trained staff, operating according to well designed and rigorously tested procedures. After three years of intensive preparation, Turkey has been granted in 2011 by the Commission's Decision Conferral of Management of EU funds for the IPARD. This has paved the way for Turkey to operate EU financed investments in agricultural holdings as well as in 64 processing and rural development projects. This also marks a key element for the accession negotiations in this chapter.
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A New Turn in the CAP and Future Perspectives for Rural Development
A new reform process in the EU started with the earlier Communication of the Commission in November 2010 and entered a new phase in October 2011 with the publication of the Commission's legislative proposals for the new CAP regulations after 2013. These proposals, initiate the legislative procedure to agree the new regulations which may take up to 18 months to complete. 69 Reform process in the CAP shows us a paradigm change in the agricultural policy of the EU. A shift from productivist agenda which focuses on agricultural competitiveness and productivity, to a public good agenda which places more focus on the role of farming for the provision of public goods and therefore advocates that policy should support integrated rural development. 70 The priorities of the CAP moves back from a market-oriented competitive model to a balanced attitude by focusing on some challenges underlined by the European Commission 71 such as long-term food-security for European citizens and the world, sustainable management of natural resources, biodiversity and climate change, and rural development problems including local employment, poverty and migration. Another indication of paradigm shift is that farming's role as supplier of environmental goods, as the basis of local traditions and of the social identity and as protector of food diversity constitutes one of the fundamentals of the latest CAP reform proposal. This is clearly expressed with the following argument for continuation of public support to less competitive areas: marginalization and land abandonment at these areas would result in 'increased environmental pressures and the deterioration of valuable habitats with serious economic and social consequences including an irreversible deterioration of the European agricultural production capacity'. 72 A new understanding of rural communities and small farms as the providers of public goods such as food security and diversity, environmental protection and cultural assets, albeit uncompetitive in the market, is brought as justifications for a strong public policy for supporting them because ''the goods provided by the agricultural sector cannot be adequately remunerated and regulated through the normal functioning of markets.'
Although competitiveness and market-orientation is preserved by keeping the direct income payments as the main instrument of the first pillar, its justification is no more a temporary compensation for the farmers at the transition from protectionist policies to liberalization of European agriculture but to contribute to farm incomes by taking into account that price and income volatility and natural risks are more marked than in most other sectors and farmers' incomes and profitability levels are on average below those in the rest of the economy. Additionally, DIS' original motivation which is to encourage the uncompetitive farms (especially small ones with subsistence or semisubsistence agriculture) to leave the market is set aside by a new objective: to compensate for production difficulties in areas with specific natural constraints because such regions are at increased risk of land abandonment. This is more clearly expressed at the objectives of the Pillar of Rural Development, though with a different valuepriority: to allow for structural diversity in the farming systems, improve the conditions for small farms and develop local markets because in Europe, heterogeneous farm structures and production systems contribute to the attractiveness and identity of rural regions. Among the other objectives related to rural development are to support rural employment and maintaining the social fabric of rural areas and to improve the rural economy and promote diversification to enable local actors to unlock their potential and to optimize the use of additional local resources.
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Among many factors and challenges which lead the EU to take such a turn at the CAP, the 2004 and 2007 enlargements have a special place. The problems unsolved and created by the CAP at these New Member States in a way seem to force the Union to revise the CAP. For example, the Commission lists among the new challenges 'to make best use of the diversity of EU farm structures and production systems, which has increased following EU enlargement, while maintaining its social, territorial and structuring role.'
75 Additionally, to reorganize the distribution of the funds among the Member states in a more fair and equitable way had become inevitable. At the same document, one of the reasons for reform of the CAP is to make CAP support equitable and balanced between Member States and farmers by reducing disparities between Member States taking into account that a flat rate is not a feasible solution, and better targeted to active farmers. Unfortunately, after ambitious objectives expressed at the communication of the Commission in 2010, the legal proposals 76 presented to European Parliament and the Council created a disappointment for the European politicians and public. They were mainly found so weak and unsatisfactory 77 . They were accused to be "clever packaging See 'Europe's farm reform off to rocky start', Euractiv, 17 October 2011 http://www.euractiv.com/cap/europes-farm-reform-rocky-start-news-508298 masking a continuation of the status quo". The reform could not let go off the outdated "old rural policy paradigm". This paradigm looks at the countryside solely through the lens of agriculture, even though the latter's role in the economy has been steadily decreasing. Most environment-focused NGOs such as WWF, Friends of the Earth, Birdlife and the European Environmental Bureau (EEB) were disappointed by the Commission's proposals. They perceive the Commission's proposals to be business as usual instead of the profound reform needed to answer the urgent sustainability challenges.
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Conclusion
Despite to positive developments at the area of rural development policy, especially in the framework of IPARD, Turkish Agricultural policy is still under criticism because Turkey's new agricultural strategy is moving from decoupled direct support back to more coupled direct support and price support while 'decoupled income support is the main tool to support farming in the EU, counting for most of the agricultural expenditure on direct support'. 79 Both as an official candidate to the EU and as a signatory to WTO agreements, Turkey is under international pressure 80 concerning its protectionist approach to the agriculture. However, Turkey faces a difficult choice for future planning of agriculture. On the one hand, socio-economic costs of the reforms compatible with the CAP is too high to bear alone especially for a membership at an indefinite date, on the other hand Turkish agriculture should be in any case prepared to global competition by overcoming the structural problems. Furthermore, the obligations arising from the WTO and from the accession negotiations have to be fulfilled.
From the analysis above, it may be argued that Turkish agricultural and rural problems are not unique, nor more grave or severe than some of the countries that already have become the EU members. On the other hand, neither protectionist policies nor DIS as a liberalizing instrument on their own would help to solve the old and deep structural problems of the agriculture and rural underdevelopment-as can be observed from the above analysis on the CAP reform processes in the EU. 81 Moreover, liberalized agricultural policies together with direct income support as the main instrument have the potential to deepen and worsen the problems at the rural areas such as rural poverty, unemployment and uneven distribution of welfare, as discussed at the second part of 78 Friends of Europe, The future of farming: background briefing, November 2011; European LEADER Association for Rural Development -AISBL, ELARD reaction to the EC legal proposals for the CAP after 2013, November 2011. 79 Screening Report, op.cit., p.15 80 In the 2011 Progress Report, the European Commission underlines that agricultural support policy differs substantially from the CAP as coupled direct support continues to be the main type of support to Turkey's agricultural sector and there is still no strategy for its alignment. Of course it should be kept in the fact that Chapter 11 -Agriculture and Rural Development was frozen by the EU in 2006, together with other seven chapters 81 Within this context, the post-2013 CAP reforms by the EU should be watched closely by Turkey despite to flaws and inefficiencies of the concrete measures and instruments proposed in the legal packages.
this article for the new Member States. Additionally, Turkey, in the case of full membership, probably will have to put up with the costs and consequences expected and unexpected to arise from the CAP without sufficient support of the EU.
These circumstances demand Turkey to position its agricultural policy in a comprehensive setting with a more weighted and strategic use of rural development policies. Rather than fall back into counter-productive and politicized vicious circle of protectionism, a tailor-made but coherent agriculture and rural development policy that seeks to attain a delicate balance between liberalization and social policies, may better serve Turkey in coping with the problems such as unemployment, migration, economic inequality, and uneducated labour. In this sense, candidacy process to the EU may be an opportunity if the available funds and support from the EU can be used efficiently and properly. The rural development programs designed for the candidate countries force them to make detailed plans and well-structured reforms while they are flexible enough by giving each country the necessary discretion in decision-making to determine its own priority areas and to reformulate the measures according to its specific problems and conditions. Last but not least, in order to avoid the mistakes of the 2000 agricultural policy reform process, to adopt a gradual approach based on adequate communication with the stake holders and on democratic public debate may create more stable and efficient results for solution of structural and infrastructural problems of Turkey in medium and long terms.
